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ABSTRACT 

In an atteupt to understand the variability in 
student evaluations, a study was undertaken at the beginning of the 
fall 1972 sesester to analyze California students* initial course 
expectations. A Course Questionnaire was designed consisting of a 
total of 19 state nents with a six*point response rating scale ranging 
fron strongly agree to strongly disagree. The questionnaire was 
adninistered to approzisately 650 students enrolled in courses 
ranging from "Barriage and the Fa ally" to **Butrition** offered by the 
CSOR Rone Econonics Departaent. Results of the study indicated that 
the greatest consensus occured in the areas of teaching sjyle and 
grading, where students overwheloingly want resource spe^ncers brought 
into the class, appropriate audiovisual nedia, and the grading policy 
for the course stated at the beginning of the sesester. (Author) 
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•IS THERE A CONSENSUS IN UNIVERSITY 

STUDENTS COURSE EXPECTATIONS?" " 
Molly C« Gorelick, Marjory L, Joseph 
California State University, Northridge 

One of the outcomes of student unrest on college 
campuses was the demand for "relevance" in education. 
Recent decreases in university enrollment have raised 
further questions about v;hat students are seeking. In 
responding to the stress Van Waes (1968) noted that we 
need to listen to student complaints to determine the 
source of their frustration and dissatisfaction. At- 
tempts to determine what is "relevant" and what is 
"most insistent" to university students frequently have 
taken the form of end of semester student evaluations 
of professor's style and conduct of c:>urses. These 
evaluations are published in many diversities snd used 
by students as a guide in selecting their programs. A 
comprehensive annotated listing of the many studies pnd 
articles dealing with the worth of student evaluations Ir 
found in Miller's (1972) book on "Evaluating Faculty Per- 
formance "• The general theme running through the annota- 
tions is agreement that student evaluations provide a 

^ This study was supported in part by the 
' Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 

Social and Rehabilitation Service, Rehabilitation 
Services Administration, Grant No-55-P-451/<.4/9-03 • 
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valuable source of feedback to the professors and students. 
However, doubt is cast on the validity of the procedures 
and measures used and the effectivenoss of such evaluations 
In bringing about changes. 

The inherent complexity of teacher evaluation is sum- 
marized by Neoley (1968)j "Teachers have been rated and 
evaluated since the beginning of teaching and rray expect to 
be evaluated in the future. But there is not, even in this 
day of standardized tests, a new and objective way of eval- 
uating teachers. There is a lack of agreement anong author- 
ities as to what constitutes a good teacher. A review of 
literature over the past t;venty-f ive years indicated no 
objective usable criterion for identifying effective toach- 

N 

ers. 

Although there is general pgreement among the univern- 
ity community as to the value of an ongoing student eva3ua- 
tion process for improving professorial competencies (Wilson- 

» 

Hildebrand), the end of semester evaluations have not an- 
swered, for the vast majority of professors, the question 
as to precisely what changes should be instituted or effect- 
ed in teaching style and course content. 

One of the writers of tliis jiaper found after year? of 
soliciting anonymous student evaluations and trying to im- 
plement the suggestions that something was lacking in the 
guidelines for change produced by the end of semester student 
evaluations. For example, the students would recommend less 
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lecture time and more time devoted to student discussions* 
The next semester the professor anxious to improve, to 
"turn on" and to satisfy the students would reduce direct 
lecture time and increase student discussions, only to 
discover that the student evaluations at the end of that 
semester, indicated they wanted more direct Ijcture time 
and less disc-ission. This confusion and inability to a- 
chiove conitruence bet-'/een what the st' cJents appeared to 
desire pnd the sinc^^re efforts of the ,.'">fessor to imple- 
ment positive cnanse to satisfy there si: x'estions finally 
lead to an "Aha" phenomenon that most i^lurties dealjn,*? with 
strident ev8li)a"*^io>^s of their profeG.iors have chitted a 
critical variable from their methodology. The omipsion in- 
volves the failure to t^yc into account at the beginning 
of the nemester the entry expectations of each- new ^roup 
of student:: enrolled in a cprt?cular course, Instea'l, v;e 
continue to use as a guide to course stylo and conduct 
chances, the end of s-^mester evaluations of a collection 
of individuals who may no loncRr significantly represent 
the expectations of the next group of students o In this 
connection » Ericksen (1970) discussing the complexity of 
college teaching stated: "Students v.'ith sharply differing 
motivational sots do not hear or res>d the same things and 
to a certain extent may hardly be participstr'.ig in the 
samo course •" In order to obtain a picture of the begin- 
ning of the semester student expectations in the areas of 
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teaching style, si'ading and the desired outcomes in course 
content, a study was undertaken. It was hoped that it would 
be possible to identify a significant student consensus. If 
so, this information could be used by the professor to con- 
firm the direction of his course design or to initiate changes 
appropriate to that particular group of students. 

For the sake of readability, the details of the method- 
ology and the various statistical tests used in the study 
will be eliminated or summarized in this paper. Those ros^- 
ors deaf ring a copy of the totPl rc^^crt ere irivitod to write 
to the authors. 

Using 833 undergraduate and graduate studont^ (primar- 
ily female) enrolled in both general education courses and 
those designed for majors offered by the Department of Home 
Economics at California State University, Northridge (CSUN). 
the attempt to fill the gap in the student evaluation procor^s 
was launched. The courses were 3n the areas of marriage 
and family relations, child growth and development, textiles 
and nutrition. 

Those of you who have read to this point in the article 
are invited to skim the "CSUN Course Expectation Question- 
naire" v/hich is reprinted b'^low and predict which questions 
if any obtained an overwhelming (80?g or greater) strongly 
agree student response? v 



Insert Table 1 here 



Table I 

CSUN Course Expectations Quostionnair** 
Please Complete t 

Course Age at Nearest Birthda:; 
Current Class Level 18 22-2^ 
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Preshman 19 25-29 



Sophomore 20 30-3^ 



Junior 21 35-'+0 



Senio r 41 & ovft r 

Graduate Sex 

Unclassified Female l^'ale 

For each of the following ««tatements, circle the nunbcr in the 
ri^ht margin that indicates your reaction to the statement - 
Circle according to the guide belov/, 

6 strongly a^ree 

5 agree 

4 not cure "bnt probably agree 
3 not sure but probably disagree 
2 disag^ree 
1 rtrongly disagree 

1. I would prefer lectures by the ProfOT.or 6 5 3 2 t 

v/;.th a "iir:inur. of cilPfrs i. reus s ion. 
?• I vr-iici prefer primarily class dis- 6 5^321 

cussions* 

3« -I would prefer a combination of 1 ?nd 2. 6 5 ^ 3 2 1 
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^» I would prefer position and other papers 6 5 4 3 2 1 
prepared by and presented by individual 
students. 

5. I would prefer organized student group 654321 
presentations (e.g nels). 

6. I believe resource speakers v/o\jld be 6 5 4 3 2 1 
worthwhile bringing in to lecture to 

the cla.<^s« 

7. Appropriately selected media such as 6 5 4-321 
films, and tapes add to the interest 

of the course* 

.8. I would like the class divided into 6 5^321 

groups with similar interests for the 

piirpose of buEs, brain-storm.ing, and 

encounter sescions. 
9« I believe a pretest should be given 6 5 4 3 2 1 

at the very bediming to arsess the 

student's present knowledge of the 

course content. 

10. Students should be coirpletely free to 6 5 3 2 1 
pursue their own interests in the course. 

11. The basis for assigning grades should be 6 5 4 3 2 1 
clearly designated by the professor at 

the beginning of the semester, 

12. Students should be permitted to assign 6 5 4 3 2 1 
themselves grades. 
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13. Assignment of graden sshoulrt he a joint 6 5 4 3 2 1 
decision of profenror and student, 

Outcomec you v"^ Id like to pcquire from this coiirsei 

14, Basic scientific kriowler^^e and data in 6 5 i^i- 3 1 
this field. 

15 • How and v/here to obtain information end 6 5 J!f 3 2 l 
data i:. thir field. 

16. Primarily applied, functioral knowledge 654321 
and .'^actices. 

17. Coirblna-Jion of sciontific and anpii^d 6 5 3 2 l 
knowledge e 

18. BroRd overvie'" of key concepts -n tho 6 5 4 3 2 1 
field. 

19« Motivation to loarn more about the 6 5 3 2 1 

field . 
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If you chose questions 6, 7, 11, 16, 18 and 19 your 
predictions of the results were correct. In the areas of 
teaching style and grading, students overwhelmingly wanti 
resource speakers brought in to the class (question 6 - 
83f5)t a»^propriate audio-visual media used (question 7 - 
86?5); and the grading policy for the course stated at the 
beginning of the seme«3ter (question 11 - S6f?) , Rogej'ding 
course content outcomes studf^nts v/ant: primarily applied , 
functional knowledge and practices (quef^tion 16 - 88jS); 
broad overview of key concepts in the field (question 19 - 
80f0 and motivation to Isp.rn none about the field (oucs- 
tion 19 - 8Qi^) • Othez* stPtorrents students regarded v*»ry 
favorably weres a corsbination of lecture rnd discu&r^ion 
(qi-ention 3 - 72^); how end v/here to find information 
(question 15 - 73!^) and a combination of sciontific ?*id 
applied knowlfd^jo (question 7 - 7'^5»). 

The resultr^ of the study indicate that a beginning 
of the sor.enter ?^:rBG£:sment of student course exroctat^onn ^ 
will give the professor a picture of the concensus snd di- 
versity of intcrsstc of those enrolled. Such an analysis 
may be utilized by the instructor to implement chan*:c f'ir- 
ly in the senestor. The direction the profe^;r>or i^hta'ld 
f'^llow is by no rn^ans clearcut. i-lven before the studorts 
know the x)rofer;:;or, the i^uzzlinr; information obtained from 
the cour£;e exrioctationc; analysis is the students' over- 
whelming preference for resource speakers and audio-visua] 
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media to lectures by the profecsor. Some professors now 
regularly using the California State University, North- 
ridse Course Expectation rjv »stionnaire report the sane 
ctronn; preference shown for resource sr^^^^ters snd audio- 
visual n*-^?^:^. However, t,^9 professors note that a dis- 
cussion of the expectation results v/.ith their student- 
helps both professor and students establish a better 
initial rar-port. 

There are other questions sti.Tl to be resolved in ^he 
student/profersf^'^r e\aluat:.-n process. One of the most 
critical is the definition of v/hst' constituf^s a sicnifi- 
cant consensus? Should a majority of one or y^fo or just 
what number of those enrolled in a course be sufficient 
for a professor to initiate chan:::? and r^'fsue the direct:" nn 
selected by the students? V/i.U the use of a .^tatintic ton'l 
to eclipse the individual v^'hose ex^sctationc vary greatly 
from measures of statistical si^^^nif ic?nce? To avoid role- 
gating individual students; to anony.r.ity, should tl-ic "CSUr: 
Course Expectation Questionnaire" be signed so that the 
professor can be made aware of individual student inter^rrt5'>? 
How of ten during: the semester chr»uld the profepssor solicit 
student evaluations and initiate chan-^es? Arc quality of 
instruction and nojulfiri .y syn'- nyr.our:'' 

These and other questions relating to "moetinc the 
needs of colle^^e and university stud'>nts for r "levar.ce , " 
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require continued examination. Althoush the CSUN Co';rse 
Expectation questionnaire does not answer for the pro- 
fessor the question of "how to be all things to all stu- 
dents", it does assist the professor to confirm the desj{:n 
of his course by tujiir.s in to the expectations of each new 
e:roup of individuals in a course - a dimension omittod 
from the end of semester student evaluations. 
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